


















































































































































February 24, 2020: DRAFT Amendments to Newport Comprehensive Plan Stormwater Element/Policies

Planning Period:
The timeframe for preparation of this Master Plan was 2013/2014, but due to numerous updates
and review periods, the final Master Plan is dated October 2016. The planning period for this
Storm Water Master Plan is 20 years. The period must be short enough for current users to benefit
from system improvements, yet long enough to provide reserve capacity for future growth and
increased demand. Existing residents should not pay an unfair portion for improvements sized
for future growth, yet it is not economical to build improvements that will be undersized in a
relatively short period of time. Thus, it is appropriate to calculate the storm water flow increase
caused by development over the next 20 years, which is a typical planning period for storm water
master plans. The end of the planning period is the year 2035.

Identification of Deficiencies and Development of Improvement Alternatives:
All of the existing storm drain system components were analyzed for deficiencies that exist
presently. Facilities also have been evaluated for deficiencies that are expected to occur within
the 20-year planning period. Deficiencies were identified related to the age of infrastructure,
anticipated development, and capacity.

As part of this planning effort, calculations were made to estimate the peak stormwater flows that
could be expected from each basin under existing and future development conditions. Runoff
calculations for the various storm drainage basins were performed using a method developed by
the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) now called the National Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) for relating rainfall to runoff. The method is described in length in Technical Release 20
(TR-20) published by the SCS. The TR-20 method is based upon unit hydrograph theory and the
runoff curve number method of calculating direct runoff from the rainfall occurring over specified
areas. It considers an entire watershed with a variety of land uses and soil types. The TR-20
method also allows watershed areas (basins) to be divided into sub-basins for analysis purposes,
with drainage routes of one or more sub-basins running through other sub-basins downstream.
This provides for the calculation of an overall peak discharge from a basin that may or may not
equal the sum of the peak discharges from the individual sub-basins.

Recommended Stormwater Projects:
The table on the next page identifies a number of projects to address deficiencies within the storm
drainage system over the next 20-years. Individual projects are grouped into three priority
classifications. Each classification group is loosely defined as follows:

Group A: These are the highest priority projects that should be undertaken as soon as adequate
funding is available. These projects should be undertaken within the next 5 years.

Group B: These projects, while not of the highest priority, should be on the City’s capital
improvement planning window beyond the 5-year horizon. As Group A projects are completed,
Group B projects should be moved to Group A status. System degradation or failures, project
coordination, or other occurrence may require the movement of Group B projects to Group A
status ahead of schedule. New projects that are developed that are not critical, should be grouped
in Group B until funding is available.

Group C: Group C projects are either of low priority or are dependent on development, If
development in an area necessitates the implementation of a Group C improvement, the project
should be moved to Group A. Some projects may remain in Group C indefinitely if the need for
the project or the development requiring it never arises.
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February 24, 2020: DRAFT Amendments to Newport Comprehensive Plan Stormwater Element/Policies

Project
Nuidr

xi
X2

X3

U4

U2

T2

T4

ALl

Ni

Qi
T6

T5

U5

Ci

AA1

AF1

Fl

T3

U3

U6

AJ1

U’

RI

vi
AG1

xi
Hi

N2

Ti

AC1
AG2

Project DescrlpUor

145G of 12, and 18” SD pipe along SW 9th St.

571’ of 1$, and 24” pipe along SW 10th St.

1663’ of 12”, 24”, 30”, and 36” SD pipe along SW Mhmie St.

Re-alingment of Pipe under Cash and Cany
73 of 54” SD pipe along NW 3RD Street & NW Coast St.
921’ of 36” SDpipe along NW CastSt.

Re-alignment of Pipe under Sunwest Honda!Mazda building
17(Y of 36” SD pipe crossing Hwy. 101 (Jack and Bore)

1200’ of 12”, 24”, 30’, and 35” SD Pipe along Hwy. 101
89tY of 12”, 18” , and 24” SD pipe along NW Nyc St.
Re-alignment of Pipe under Ciuirch ofthe Nazarine building

Re-alignment of Pipe under Ford Dealership building
Re-alignment of Pipe under local residence

525’ of 24” along 1€ 73rd St.

675’ of 18”, and 24” SD pipe along SE Avery St.

1515’ of 12”, 18”, and 24” pipe along SW 29th and SW Brant St.

124’ of 30” SDpipe North ofNW 60th St.

665’ of 12”, 18”, and 24” SD pipe along NW Spring St.

1699 of 18’, and 24” pipe along SW Cliff Street

553’ of 12”, and 18” SD pipe along SW 2nd St.

55’ of culvert crossing SE 35th St.

753’ of 18”, and 24” SD pipe along NEDouglas Street

675’ of 12”, and 18’ SD pipe along NW Spring St.

497 of 12” SD pipe along SW 13th St.

533’ of 18” and 24” SD pipe along SW F all St.
Drainage ditch development and Rehabilitation

27(Y of 12” & 18” SDpipe along NELucky Gap St.

305’ of 12” and 1$” SDpipe along NW 54th St.

24 of 18” SD pipe along NEIler St.

161’ of 12” SDpipe along NW Nyc St.

655’ of Oilverts crossing Yaquina Bay Blvd.
1551’ of 15”, 12”, and 24’ SD pipe along SW 35th St.
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$526,162

$213,816

$793,155

$2,710,875
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$1,109,013

$102,117

$553,428

$291,848

$598,801

$271,188

$79,355

x $229,316

$212,022

x $640,902

x $67,392

$264,614

$664,079

$169,797

$37,156

$304,978

$227,522

$163,653

$308,322

x $1,693,568

$102,214

$103,677

$86,500

$50,766

x $208,698
X $459,802

$14347,295

Project Prioritization:

When considering stormwater conveyance projects, priority should be given to the
following:

1. Areas where there is an identified lack of capacity within the system to handle flows
attributed to existing and future conditions.

2. Components of the storm drainage system run-off (controlled or otherwise) has
repeatedly caused problems for the City and for residents.

3. Opportunities to relocate public storm drainage components from underneath existing
structures.

4. Age related deficiencies that could result in structural failure of piping sections.

5. The extent to which a project aligns with available funding.

6. Coordination with other planned improvements (water, sewer, streets, etc.).
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February 24, 2020: DRAFT Amendments to Newport Comprehensive Plan Stormwater Element/Policies

Although all of these factors were taken into account when formulating the priority of
projects, three carried the most weight in the development of priorities. These three
dominant influences were listed as 1 through 3, and were weighed so heavily because
flooding and large pipe failures under structures will have the largest impact on public
safety and welfare.

Financing:

There are a number of potential sources of funding. The City has a monthly ‘Stormwater
Utility’ fee that is designated to pay for stormwater services, including the operation,
maintenance, repair, necessary replacement, and improvement of the system. That fee
is based upon the amount of impervious surface on a given property. Federal, state and
local gas taxes can also be used to improve stormwater facilities when such wok is in
conjunction with street projects. The current fees do not have the capacity to pay for all of
the capital improvements outlined above.

Additionally, grant and non-grant sources of funding are potentially available, including
but not limited to FEMA Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program, FEMA Flood Mitigation
Assistance Program, Clean Water State Revolving Loan Fund, general obligation
bonds, revenue bonds, and system development charges (SDCs). Although grant
programs exist, there is no way to guarantee that grant funding will be available to fund
needed projects. Revenue bonds supported by user fees and complimented by SDCs
are a more reliable means of programming needed funding over a series of years.

Page 5. City of Newport Comprehensive Plan: Stormwater Facilities.
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(Note: Recommended changes to existing comprehensive plan policies are shown in red, with new language being depicted
in underline and deleted language in strikethrough.

GOALS AND POLICIES
PUBLIC FACILITIES ELEMENT

Storm Water Drainage

Goal: To provide a storm water drainage system with sufficient capacity to meet
the present and future needs of the Newport urbanizable area.

Policy 1: The city will comply with state and federal laws concerning water quality.

Policy 2: The city will use existing, natural drainage systems to the greatest extent possible.

Goal 1: Provide a storm water drainage system with sufficient capacity to meet the present
and future needs of the Newport urbanizable area.

Policy 1: Assess the condition of the City’s stormwater drainage system and
identify needed capacity improvements for a 20-year planning period through
periodic updates to the City’s Stormwater Master Plan.

Policy 2: Maintain and implement a Capital Improvement Plan to address
deficiencies in the storm drainage system.

Policy 3: Address deficiencies in storm drainage conveyance system when
reconstructing existing streets.

Policy 4: Require that new development projects manage storm run-off from new
impervious surfaces to minimize impacts to the downstream drainage system.

Policy 5: Provide that storm run-oft attributed to new development in geologically
hazardous areas is evaluated by qualified professionals to minimize impacts to the
subject, or nearby properties.

Policy 6: Pursue a range of options for financing priority storm drainage
improvement projects, including (a) revenue bonds that leverage utility fees; (b)
general obligation bonds; (c) clean water state revolving loan funds; (U) FEMA
hazard and flood mitigation grants (e) urban renewal funds; and (f) system
development charges.

Goal 2: Develop a stormwater regulatory framework that emulates DEQ Phase II
permitting standards, so that the City is positioned to comply with such requirements when
required.

Policy 1: Amend the City’s ordinances to require drainage analysis for development
with new impervious surfaces that demonstrates run-off can be managed on-site,
or that the downstream conveyance system has capacity for the volume and
velocity of stormwater attributed to a 25-year, 24-hr storm event.

Page 6. City of Newport Comprehensive Plan: Stormwater Facilities.
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February 24, 2020: DRAFT Amendments to Newport Comprehensive Plan Stormwater Element/Policies

Policy 2: Develop boilerplate storm drainage management options for small scale
development projects to alleviate the need for site specific hydraulic analysis.

Policy 3: Adopt pre and post development erosion control requirements.

Policy 4: Encourage the use of pervious surlaces as a method of managing storm
run-off, such as porous pavement/concrete. porous payers, retention/detention
facilities, and infiltration trenches.

Policy 5: Establish a set of “good housekeeping” policies for City property and
facilities that limit pesticide, herbicide, and fertilizer use.

Goal 3: Collaborate with local and regional partners to establish water guah standards
that meet State and Federal requirements.

Policy 1: Support efforts to develop a mid-coast Total Daily Maximum Load
(TMDL) Implementation Plan.

Policy 2: Coordinate with stakeholder groups to detect and eliminate illicit
discharges into drainage ways, Yaquina Bay, and the Pacific Ocean.

Page 7. City of Newport Comprehensive Plan: Stormwater Facilities.
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MINUTES
City of Newport Planning Commission

Work Session
Newport City Hall Conference Room A

March 12, 201$
6OOp.m.

PC Citizens Advisory Committee Members Present: Karmen Vanderbeck & Dustm Capri.

:1
Planning Commissioners Present: Jim Pathck, Lee Hardy, Bob Berman, Rod Croteau, and Jim Hanselman.

Planning Commissioners Absent: Bill Branigan, and Mike Franklin (excused)

City Staff Present: Community Development Director (CDD) Derrick Tokos; and Executive Assistant, Sherri Marineau.

Call to Order. Chair Patrick called the Planning Commission work session to order at 6:00 p.m.

2. Unfinished Business. No unfinished business.

3. New Business.

A. Review Draft Amendments to the Storm Drainage Element of the Newport Comprehensive Plan. Tokos reviewed
the prioritizing ofPhase 3 projects and how the draft amendments were laid out. Berman noted that on Page three there
was a paragraph return where it shouldn’t be. Tokos would correct this. Berman also noted that on Page five the
prioritization should have consistent bullets and questions that were appropriate. Tokos would correct this as well.

Hanselman said the prioritization section didn’t appear to have areas without stormwater control and didn’t see them in
the Master Plan report. He wondered if they did this based purely on outfalls known and located. He didn’t think there
was any stormwater control on the west side so many properties had to deal with runoff from neighboring properties
and all other surfaces. He thought any area that didn’t have stormwater facilitates needed to be a part of the project.
Berman thought the erosion potential at that location was huge. Hanselman thought neighborhoods without any
stormwater control needed to be listed as a significant priority. He said because pump stations had problems and when
they couldn’t handle excess water, they flood out to the beach and onto people’s properties. He didn’t like that these
areas were being overlooked. Tokos said he would talk to Tim Gross about it. He thought some of it would be picked
up on the Transportation System Plan but didn’t know if it would be a full analysis. Tokos said what they could do was
identify where targeted additional improvements were needed. Hanselman described the areas that needed
improvements. Patrick said the City needed to deal with ODOT not taking responsibility on runoff from the highway.
A discussion ensued regarding areas that needed improvements. Tokos said we could put in a policy recommendation
for some additional analysis to be done in the area. Capri asked who paid for these things. Tokos said the analysis would
come out of Stormwater, and the construction costs would depend on the nature of the improvements. He said that the
Agate Beach construction had some Urban Renewal funds potentially available and that analysis would come out of
utility fees for storm drainage. Hanselman wanted see the lack of some the areas being covered added to the report.

Berman said the criteria didn’t include projects to create infrastructure where there was none at that time. Tokos said
there was a lacking of capacity in the system. He said there was limited infrastructure, not no infrastructure, and it was
more on the rural scale. Patrick said there needed to be a line in the report about onsite water disposal about where the
City allowed and didn’t allowed it. He was worried about projects being placed in areas that would create slides and
thought it needed a mechanism. Patrick asked if they had identified most of the blocks yet. Tokos said under Goal 1
they could add a policy to recognize geo-technical limitations. Croteau asked if the DOGAMI maps were helpful in this
regard. Tokos felt they were more generalized. Hardy said it was easy to research. Patrick said they could defme areas.
Tokos said there was limited information the further you were from the coast line. Berman asked if DOGAMI had done
LIDAR. Tokos said they had and there was some terrain modeling that showed where there was ancient landslides. He
said just because they had the information on ancient landslides, they would still need to do additional analysis of the
area.

Tokos covered Goal 1 for Stormwater Drainage. Capri asked what happened when a project went over budget when
building a street. Tokos said you wouldn’t be able to not do it and would have time to assess when digging into the
street. He said an existing deficient storm system would be factored into the budget. Patrick said Policy 4 should say
“and to the underlying geology.” Capri thought it would be interesting to have an option for a geologist to sign off on
stormwater mitigation, but he didn’t think any of them would do it. Tokos thought the policy was spot on but needed to
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be cognizant of approving and adding new development. He said this would be done by the developer and something
to tliinlc about. Capri said he wasn’t opposed to Policy 4. Tokos said to be clear it wouldn’t be a geologist who would
be doing the analysis, it would be a civil engineer. Berman noted that he didn’t like the way the policies were listed on
the report and thought revenue bonds should be put at the bottom.

Tokos covered Goal 2. Hanselman asked if the framework was hit at a population size. Tokos said the threshold was
closer to the Corvallis size of 50,000. Berman noted that the comma close to the third line should be taken out. Tokos
noted that small scale development was not in the Master Plan. Berman asked where the options came from. Tokos said
the boilerplate was a lot ofcommon options that came from what differentjurisdictions were using. Capri thought there
should be an option to waive the standards to hire an expert to prove what the site required. Tokos said they should
always have the option. He said the City wasn’t experts in geological permits but the they could make sure that the
project was proceeding according to the recommendations of the geologist or drainage analysis. Capn was concerned
about having to stick to boilerplates. Tokos said it was more of an option rather than a mandate. He did say the 25 year
was a mandate with a threshold. Berman suggested adding the word “optional” after “development” in Policy 2. Tokos
said he would clarify that it would be optional.

Croteau said at some point they would have to determine what small scale was. Capri asked if it was square footage.
Tokos said it was tricky. He said they were talking about development areas which meant they were talking about
redevelopment. He said the City had a reasonably good handle on the conditions of the conveyance system. He said
they would be tying into it and working on improving the condition of the system. Capri asked if this was what Tim
Gross was already doing. Tokos said when Gross was making a decision, it was about adding a significant amount of
impervious surface. He didn’t know if a city with small incremental development would do much of anything to by to
stay on top of incremental additions to the overall impervious surface and drainage. Capri said he thought that water
and sewer bills didn’t pay for infrastructure improvements. Tokos said the storm drainage infrastructure fee was intended
to help the City chip away at the existing deficiency but didn’t have the resources to pay for it all. He said the remainder
would be paid for by revenue bonds.

Tokos reviewed Goal 2, Policy 3. Capri asked for an example. Tokos said it was things like silk fences, bio bags, and
erosion control blankets. Tokos reviewed Policy 4 and impervious surfaces. Hanselman asked if they were including
parking lots, Tokos said pervious payment or concrete could be done for a parking lot that was used on a continuous
basis. The challenge was that it was a different mix and they would end up using different materials to patch. Patrick
asked if Nye Beach was perilous. Tokos said the payers weren’t pervious. Berman asked if it was appropriate to have
examples in the policy. Tokos said it wasn’t uncommon to call them out. He said he would add “or similar measures”
to the policy. Tokos reminded the PC that they could use, up to a point, the road to hold water.

Tokos reviewed Policy 5. Bennan asked why it was limited to City properties. Tokos said the City had control over
these properties and could readily ensure that they’re followed. Hanselman asked if it covered schools because he didn’t
like the idea of pesticides near children. Tokos said the City would discourage this but there were areas they would still
use it. 1-lanselinan assumed City staff would be trained to apply pesticides. Capn asked if rainwater catchment was a
possibility for irrigation. Tokos said it could be used to irrigate but it couldn’t be run back into the house and flushed
back into the public system.

Tokos reviewed Goal 3 Policies next. He asked the PC if there was anything missing or anything they wanted added.
None were heard. He said he planned to bring the plan back to the PC on the March 26th meeting.

B. Discuss Draft Major Amendment 13 to the South Beach Urban Renewal Plan. Tokos reviewed his presentation on
Draft Major Amendment 13 to the South Beach Urban Renewal Plan. He explained the process and noted that the City
talked to the County to engage them. Tokos said the date was extended to 2025 to complete the final round of projects.
Berman questioned how it would work if a new project could be initiated in 2025 but the district had to close in 2027.
Tokos said it meant there would be an agreement that would shift the funding from the project back to the City as an
intergovernmental agreement. Berman asked what would happen if there was money left over. Tokos said it would be
kicked back to the taxing districts. Croteau asked for the fmal date. Tokos said the last borrowing would be in 2019-
2020 and debt retirement would accelerate over in the last few years. Berman asked what was the big contributors to
the two million. Tokos said South Shore, the Rogue Brewery, and anything since the 1980’s. He explained that real
properties were taxed and Government properties weren’t. Tokos noted that the Wilder development was outside of the
Urban Renewal area.

Tokos asked for the PC’s thoughts on prioritizing Phase 3 projects. He covered the priorities. Croteau asked for the
location on the redundant bay under-crossing pipeline. Tokos explained where the location was. He noted that new
projects couldn’t be added to the plan. Berman asked if the intent was to get everything done by 2027. Tokos said no,
the high priority projects were what they wanted to complete. Croteau asked if the 35th Street sidewalks were inevitable,
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was it something the City could begin on now to prevent future encroachment in the area. Tokos said the City wanted
to give people a heads up and it was most of the development on the north side. Capn asked about the easements noted
on page 41. Tokos said if it was needed it would be a targeted easement. Vanderbeck asked about outside funding
options. Tokos said there would be funding for 40th Street and Highway 101 because there would be commercial partners
to help fund it. He noted that the redundant bay under-crossing pipeline might have Federal dollars for resiliency there.

C. Updated Tentative Planning Commission Work Program. Tokos reviewed the updated work schedule with the PC.
Patrick asked to add a discussion on height adjustments to get some rules in place. Tokos said if the PC didn’t lilce the
current rules they could change them, say they couldn’t be done, or change them to variances to show hardships. Hardy
thought there should be some rational parameters that were clearly stated and accurate. She didn’t think simplistic
defrnitions were sufficient. Tokos reiterated that they could be changed and said he didn’t know that the standards were
problematic. Patrick said standards had worked for setbacks, but not for height. He wanted to know why there were
height restrictions. Tokos said heights had to do with fire and safety for commercial structures. Hardy thought the way
that heights were measured needed clarification. Tokos said there could be a conversation on this. He said to keep in
mind that when dealing with height the existing residential neighborhoods had fixed development patterns. Tokos said
when changing the height definition, it would apply across the board and to keep in mind the existing development
pattern when doing it. A discussion ensued regarding the history of height adjustments in the City. Patrick wanted some
rationale presented to the PC to base things on. Croteau asked to see how other jurisdictions did their calculations. Tokos
said he would add this to the work program.

Tokos reminded the PC that they would be having a discussion on the Nye Beach Design Review later in the year. He
said they weren’t addressing it at this time so it didn’t get convoluted with the Vacation Rental process.

4. Director’s Comments. No Director comments.

5. Adjournment. Having no further discussion, the meeting adjourned at 7:22 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Executive Assistant
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